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gut remissions, such as of the entire rent for a year or more (Sullivan
in 1824; of. Hukunm&mah of 1237), or of his waste land,, cxr he was
allowed to cultivate and was charged only grass assessment, or he got
garden at half rates, and so forth (Thackeray, 1818).

The weight of the assessment at then prices was considerable, and
its incidence unequal (Thackeray), so that various expedients were
restarted to in order to retain the full area in cultivation real or nominal.
In 1824 Mr. Sullivan laid down as a golden rule that the survey rates
were maximum rates, and all deviations were in favour of the ryot,
annual fluctuations being due either to increased area of cultivation or
to   " temporary boons in the way of remissions."   Under Mr. Sullivan
it appears that these remissions became the rule, as might be expected
under the patkat system as adopted; he granted cowies temporary and
permanent whenever it appeared desirable, a system which led to severe
criticisms by his successors, by the Board, and by the (jrovernment.
He defended permanent cowies by alleging survey inequalities (15th
November 1827), and temporary cowies by the condition of various
ryots, but it was pointed out that the former amounted to tampering
with the principle of a fixed survey assessment (Board's Proceedings
of llth August 1828), while on the latter, except when granted for
certain well-defined purposes, the Board remarked that  " instead of a
ryotwar system we have had one of temporizing expedients, as unsound
as fictitious/' while Mr. James Thomas (29th October 1830) stated
that they had led to " a premature extension of cultivation; instead of
good soils being thoroughly cultivated or other industries developed,
capital has been attracted to mere extension of cultivation/1   Mr. James
Thomas clearly saw that remissions were necessitated by the patkat
system of restriction of freedom, and his letter of 17th January 1832
gives a graphic description of the non-system which prevailed; the
practice, he said, was for tahsildars to ** induce ryots to keep lands by
all means, even by grant of remissions/' and they were the arbiters of
the extent of holdings; hence much misery to the ryots and profit to
the revenue subordinates who granted the remissions, especially as no
fixed rule was possible, but remissions were granted according to the
supposed or reported ability of the ryot; hence the animal settlement
was a " scramble for remissions/* especially as grantees were thereby
enabled to undersell other nyots; this led to corruption $ad venality.
Hence he wisely recommended a return to free xyotwar system proper,
arguing that the ryots were the best judges of what they could occupy
and that iix this case k&yara (permanent) cowies and otiteir expedient*
and remissions would be got rid of,   But though, the Board and Gtrvem-
ment admitted the inadvisability of indiscriminate oowlfiB and remissions,
and ordered their abandonment and revocation, they adhered to the
restrictions of the patkat system; they laid down that except on
particular occasions, to be reported, the only oowles dtawld be for the
of waste andrconversion of djy into garden, lands,
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